37° 1^-33004/99 


REGD. NO. D. L.-33004/99 


(the (Bazette of ^udia 


3ffliyR'U| 

EXTRAORDINARY 

*TFT JU—33RS 4 
PART III—Section 4 

Tjrfligrnr £ Trerrftrfl 

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


It. 43] 
No. 43] 


ft?#, Rtwr, nf i, 2000 /^jm 11 , 2000 
NEW DELHI, MONDAY, MAY 1,2000/VAISAKHA 11,2000 


46WtT4 RlftWiIU! 

M ft?#, 1 M, 2000 

ito iffttTRtft/91 /99 —Rfrfrft — R?JR tTR W3J STfaftTO, 1963 (1963 RR 38) # RTO 4993 SRT RSR R9T 

94l 7 1 Rift "pi RWTRRR RlfRTO 0 ! IRI^gKI TOFT Hfl’l ^Rctlft % pidH #3 (.ffcrSRI <ST<=h R>iTO)R4 3t R# 

‘ftTUT' ft Sift ft RRR 3 ft?# 1£FTO 3JTTOI ftffts ft 3TWftR RR f#repr rtoit 11 

3T5IJ# 

RTTOTTRo <fl^4>fl /91/99 — 

4?# ftfror faffts . . . . snftw 

WI 


4>c4 c 6tii rrr tort (ftftft) ..... ■ft-RTiftw 

(ftftl, 2000 ft ift ft?# Rjfft fftRTRRT) 

W RTTOIT TO ftcT# % )JTOM #3 sfftjRI ftft WftftRT (IJRftft) £ Ffft R# ‘ftw’ ft STOl ft 3TRR *f ftrof 
ftTRPI Rriffts (ftilU/l) SF RRT RTWftpT 3t RRfft't' I. 

2. fRRTTORS R# RTR-RTRcT R# t, ft fft ftfa WTO ?FT f 3TT RT I TOFftf #3 RTR 3 RlftRRlf RRT 3Rlft % ftR 

ftqiq sft R3 R# RTR, 1993 RRftft % RftrS Rft fftft R3 ft>T3 R^T 3£T RTI ft?# tsjftjR % RIFT t ft) "3RR Rift RRSftff 
% RlftlfTORTR*f ftf RT #3 RRftft SI3I'* cl4)<4 *41413 ^ R# 1 ' ft S3 % RRTR ‘ *fftft WTO qlrll Rft " ft S3 R3 ft?f R3pl 
ft)41 RTRT TOTS % I ftTOf fttH/d % <=M4)tl( RTOf -4i4 (til41 el) % S3) % TOT % Sijkk ctd)4 WTO *f Rcft/R# R3 <TO£S3t % 
3TTRT3 R3 R1%T RR atl R# % -q^n RR ^JRUPf R7# # T^T # # 11 

3. RRR STW^RR R3 3P# ftcRpTOT RRJcI 3TOR #R# ^ R?#3 ftiRT t ft) R# % WRt/RftWcrf SRI 3TR RRT 

R35R ftpti RTT TOclftRf %r 3RRTT RT fRRTTORS R# % RRR % ‘ ft^I Rft Rift’ # % 3TfptfT WMf R3 W^RTOl # R3J# 


1241 GI/2000 


(I) 





2 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Pari III — Sec.4] 


FF% % FeTTFT FTF ?|FF ^ faF^F Wf 11 FFlft, % 3TTWFF i^T FI J 

FT FFf Fit FF% ?'Rr$F? F?F) Fit TTJif FFfF % FZtF Wt Ft^ FTgTF % FF ^ FtlFcT FF fttFT FTTpiTI 

4. yr1^i«=h<«i sin ifftp??) *f u;<+ F'gFti 26 3Tfe, 2000 Fit ftFffiF Fit F^tifFFtF, FhM^TjfFctfeFrt fa 

^Ftqci % FFt ^FFTsfr fh yran F?fa afo: sptfa?? aft q^itfacifat' Fit tjtt Ftfa fM Fit y,FstFt ft 30 FFFrt, 2000 Fit ft?h 

fFFitef fmrij I ’ftF?f ^3ftl3yT % jjfaFftt faFfaft^IFJ (fW 1 ?) Tt FtMfaTF FTFT FF %tr FTlf, FlfaFfif Fit ■sf^Ft 

F d$t4 °FTT Tpjpf afakf % fair 1 F<ftF FFft qleii ’ Flfad Pti'Hi FT <fa affr 4141 e] % FT*? FTFFTT "4 Pi4el IdFI FFT 


5. ^fa, FFfi ^3T1 ttc 4 sftr 'tilnldl % Ffa fq5?K FiT FFFT FFTFTF Ft FFT §<rtRrty IF yif^i 5 t)<. u i UKT tifF FTF^ 4 3TPt 
F/ltFT^ FF^ Fit FTt£ 3TTF?FFJ?fT Ftff % I 3Tcf: d^jFK ^ FtfFF fa^ Fh; FTFFt % ?F 3 FFTFT faFT FTFT11 


FF. FFTF, F«TO 
[ fFFm/III/IV/143/2000/FFTFJTF] 

TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2000 

No. TAMP/91/99-CPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 49 B of the Major Port Trusts Act, 
1963 (38 of 1963). the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby dispose of the representation mady by M/s. ESSAR Oil 
Limited regarding the payment of port dues and removal of their barge ‘Pegah’ from the Haldia Dock Complex, as in the 
Order appended hereto. 

SCHEDULE 

Case No. TAMP/91/99-CPT 

M/s ESSAR Oil Limited .... Applicant 

Vs. 

The Calcutta Port Trust .... Non-Applicant 

ORDER 

(Passed on this 10th day of April 2000) 

This case relates to a representation submitted by M/s ESSAR Oil Limited (EOL) regarding payment of port 
dues and removal of their barge ‘Pegah’ from the Haldia Dock Complex (HDC). 

2. The barge in question is a non propelled barge said to have been engaged in coastal trade. Owing to repairs 
and subsequent dispute between the charterer and the owner, the barge remained idle alongside the mud banks of the 
HDC sinch March 1993. M/s EOL contend that the barge had not occupied any commercial berth in the HDC and the 
billing made by the HDC based on the rate of ‘vessel in Foreign Trade’ and not on the rate of ‘Barge in Coastal Trade’ 
is incorrect. M/s EOL confirm their willingness to pay port dues for the barge and the towage tug based on the rates 
applicable to flat/barge in coastal trade as per the Scale of Rates of the Calcutta Port Trust (CPT). 

3. While offering its comments on the representation, the CPT mentioned that on the basis of documents so far 
produced by the owner/charterer of the barge, they had no other option but to levy the charges applicable to the yessels 
under ‘foreign going’ category in respect of the barge in question. However, the CPT assured that the barge would be 
declared as on coastal run for the entire period of her stay at Haldia on receipt of clarifications from the DG (Shipping). 

4. A joint hearing in this case has been fixed by the Authority on 26th April. 2000. Meanwhile, the CPT has 
informed that M/s EOL has taken out the barge from the HDC on 30th January, 2000 on payment of all the dues and 
observance of required formalities. M/s EOL has also confirmed that necessary clarification from the DG (Shipping) has 
been obtained so that the barge can be declared as on ‘coastal run’ for the entire period of her stay at Haldia and 
accordingly settled the matter amicably with the CPT. 

5. Since the dispute between M/s. EOL and the CPT has been mutually resolved, there is no need for this 
Authority to proceed further with this case. It is accordingly dismissed as withdrawn. 

S. SATHYAM. Chairman 
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